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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1 ,3,4,1 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Kawai (patent No. 6,240,358). 

Kawai taught the invention as claimed including a data processing ("DP") system 
comprising: 

a) Storing an internal information of CPU in a task stack of a task to be 
interrupted as a first area in accordance with the generation of an interruption (e.g., see 
fig. 7 and col. 8, lines 5-59); 

b) Storing a value of a stack pointer after storing the internal information in a 
prescribed first position of a interrupt processing stack (e.g., see figs.7,8); 

c) Setting the stack pointer to a prescribed second position in the interrupt 
processing stack (e.g., see fig. 7, and col. 2, lines 1-34); and starting an interrupt 
process (e.g., see fig. 8), wherein the prescribed second position of the interrupt 
processing stack corresponds to a prescribed position in the first area in the task stack 
of a specific task (e.g., see fig. 8, and col. 9, lines 7-20). 
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3. As per claim 3, Kawai taught the prescribed first position of the interrupt 
processing stack is the top address of the interrupt processing stack (e.g., see fig. 7 and 
col. 8, lines 36-59). 

4. As per claim 4, Kawai taught the prescribed second position of the interrupt 
processing stack is immediately after the prescribed first position of the interrupt 
processing stack (e.g., see figs. 8,10 and col. 9, lines 7-52)[when interrupt arises while 
task C is being processed the prescribed second position is immediately after the 
prescribed second position]. 

5. As per claim 1 3, Kawai taught a stack controller of a multitask system in which 
information in a CPU is stored in the task stack (e.g. see col. 3, lines 38-67) of a task to 
be interrupted in accordance with the generation of an interrupt to have a first area (e.g., 
see col. 8, lines 5-23), the value of a stack after the storage in the first area is stored in 
a prescribed first position of an interrupt processing stack and the stack pointer is set to 
a prescribed second position of the interrupt processing stack to start an interrupt 
process (e.g., see fig. 7 and col. 8, lines 23-47), wherein an control mechanism is 
provided by which the top address of the interrupt processing stack is allowed to 
correspond to a prescribed position in the first area in the task stack of a specified task 
(e.g., see figs. 7,8, and col. 8,lines 5-67 and col. 9, lines 7-42). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 2,5-8,12,14,15-18,19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kawai as applied to claim 1,3,4,13, above, and further in view of 
Ebrahim (patent No. 5,893,121). 

8. As per claims 2,5,14,15 Ebrahim taught the first area includes a second area for 
storing task control information necessary for a return control from an interrupt process 
(return address PC, previous frame PC) and a third area disposed immediately after the 
second area to store internal information of the CPU (current ev, Stack pointer )except 
the task control information, and the prescribed position area in the task stack of the 
specific task corresponds to the top address of the third address of the third area in the 
first (e.g., see col. 12, lines 8-50 and col. 13, lines 7-59) and Kawai taught and area that 
is obtained by correcting the top address of the third area in the first area by a 
prescribed difference value (e.g., see col. 9, lines 7-52). 

9. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the DP art to combine the 
teachings of Kawai and Ebrahim. Both references were directed toward the problems 
of controlling tasks using stacks in a DP system. One of ordinary skill would have been 
motivated to incorporate the Ebrahim teaching of including controlling information in the 
stack where this at least would have allowed the combined system more completely 
provide data necessary for a system to recover from an interrupt. 
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10. As per claims 6,16 Kawai taught the address different is given to designate an 
area for storing internal information of the CPU used in the specific task ([500bytes in 
task C region in fig. 5). As per claims 7,17 Kawai taught the difference is previously 
given as a constant (e.g., see col. 3, lines 2-28). As per claim 8,18 Kawai taught the 
difference is set by executing the specific task (e.g., see col. 3, lines 2-28) The size is 
set to a maximum when there is only one task but when there are multiple tasks the 
task regions are set to the size necessary to process the individual tasks]. 

11. As per claim 12, the Kawai did not expressly detail the claimed location of storing 
the task data. However since the Kawai stored the claimed task data and comprised the 
regions for storing data then the operation and structure of the system is the same. 

12. As per claim 1 9, Kawai did not expressly detail a compiler for implementing the 
processing system or by forming the address difference value. However Kawai taught 
the maximum is set for the size of task area or the difference in addresses where the 
different tasks are stored. Therefore since the Kawai system was a programmed system 
then one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to implement the forming of the 
difference by a compiler since the difference is constant. 

13. Claims 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kawai 
and Ebrahim as applied to claims 1 ,2 above, and further in view of Matsuzaki (patent 
No. 5,966,514). 

14. As per claim 9, Matsuzaki taught the task control information includes at least 
one program counter and a program status word (e.g., see fig. 19B) 
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1 5. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the DP system to combine 
the teachings of Kawai and Matsuzaki. Both references were directed toward the 
problems of controlling tasks using stacks in a DP system. One of ordinary skill would 
have been motivated to incorporate the Matzuzaki teaching of including program status 
word with and return program counter in the stack during interrupt processing at least to 
allow the combined system more completely provide data necessary for a system to 
recover from an interrupt. 

16. Claims 10,1 1 ,are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kawai. 

1 7. As per claim 10, Kawai taught a system that interrupted tasks in a DP system and 
an interrupt cyclically started (e.g., see col. 7, lines 51-67). Clearly when a task was idle 
it would have been of the lowest priority. Therefore it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill that idling task would have been task that would have preferentially 
been interrupted in the Kawai system. 

1 8. As per claim 1 1 , Kawai taught the computer powered by a battery e.g., see col. 
5, lines 39-67) therefore one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to provide the 
specific task for controlling shift and return to a low power consumption mode. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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Kudo (patent No. 6,560,692) disclosed a system with stack storing data and 
stack pointers (e.g., see abstract and fig. 4). 

Toy (patent No. 4,386,402) disclosed a computer with dual vat buffers for 
accessing common memory shared by a cache and a processor interrupt stack (e.g., 
see abstract). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric Coleman whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
4163. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (571) 272-4162. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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